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Prehistoric pottery from UCL 
Institute of Archaeology 
excavations at Downley Park, West 
Sussex 


A Middle Iron Age (MIA) settlement assemblage in context 
by Mike Seager Thomas 


The excavated site of Downley! is located on a gentle, N—NE-facing 
slope of a downland spur with views of the main ridge of the South Downs, 
and, through the Cocking Gap, of the Weald (Roberts, 2018, p. 142). The 
site comprises a jumble of intercutting pits, postholes and ditches, cut into 
the chalk and underlying the remains of a Tudor hunting lodge (ibid., pp. 
145-46), the exploration of which was the intended focus of the excavations. 
Pottery from these features is attributable to the Bronze Age (Appx 2), the Iron 
Age, the Roman period and the Tudor period (Roberts, 2018, pp. 143-44). A 
small Saxon group has also been provisionally identified.* This report focuses 
on those sherds attributable to the Iron Age. 


The Iron Age assemblage comprises 1130-odd sherds with a total 
weight of around 10 kilograms (Appx 1; Figures P1-P12 & F1-F4). The bulk 
of it belongs unambiguously to a second, decorated phase of the “saucepan 
pot continuum”, which is usually dated to the Middle Iron Age (hereafter 
MIA) or later MIA. Its attribution here is based primarily on analogy with 
previously-studied local fabric and typological groups and—in a few 
non-standard cases—the on-site relationships of the individual pots and sherds. 
The integrity of context groups within it appear in a number of cases to have 
been compromised, but the assemblage’s size, condition (generally good), 
composition and overall distribution attest clearly to the presence of a later 
MIA settlement in the vicinity. Attributing the LIA group, which is tiny (c. 100 
sherds) in comparison to the MIA group, is more problematical. It too includes 
sherds in fabrics and forms with good regional parallels, both “Southern 
Atrebatic” and “Belgic” / “Aylesford-Swarling”, but these are few and in too 
many cases attribution to the group relies on secondary relationships (most 
Downley sherds assigned to the LIA group were associated with later pottery), 
or the absence of analogous fabrics from bigger, closed regional groups of 
other dates. Whether it is indicative of continuity of settlement activity from 
the MIA into the LIA cannot be known with certainty, but given the small 


1 SU868144 
2 Two bags of sherds from the site were labeled Anglo-Saxon (see Appx 2). Among these are some shelly 
wares, which could be Middle Saxon 
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number of pots represented, this seems unlikely. More likely it derives from 
disturbed funerary deposits (cf. Appx 1), or—perhaps more fancifully—the 
pots comprising it had been preserved as antiques by the Romano-Britons 
amongst whose pottery most were found (cf. Lyne, 2009). 
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Figure 1 
MIA pottery (pots 1-4) and LIA pottery (pot 00) from the site 


The importance of the assemblage is two-fold. For prehistoric pottery 
studies, it broadens the range of pottery types, sizes and fabrics known, 
or thought to be attributable to the Sussex Iron Age, while its analysis and 
publication here provides a not to be missed opportunity to illustrate this 
range in a contemporary way, which is both readily accessible and of practical 
use to a range of different, interested archaeology stakeholders (specialists, 
excavators, lay enthusiasts etc.). For the site, it helps us contextualise it 
chronologically, culturally, regionally, in terms of its material procurement 
strategies, and functionally. It also provides limited information on its rubbish 
disposal strategies. (Only an incomplete record of the site’s excavation and 
stratigraphy was available to writer at the time this report was prepared and it 
was not possible to explore this issue thoroughly). 


Site context and its implications for our understanding of the 
Iron Age pottery assemblage 


At first sight the MIA group looks like a good, closed assemblage, and 
in many ways it probably is. Many context groups comprise MIA pottery 
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and nothing else (Appx 2). Pottery using activity on site prior to the MIA 
was slight and sherds related to it have not significantly contaminated the 
later assemblage. Nor was the MIA assemblage obviously mixed with the 
site’s LIA pottery. Also, much of the MIA pottery was recovered from large, 
drum-shaped pits of a type recurrently, if not exclusively, associated with 
sites of that period. And yet there are anomalies. Principal amongst these is 
the presence in what otherwise appear to be closed groups of MIA pottery of 
small quantities of CBM and Roman pottery, in at least one case from deep 
within one of the aforementioned drum-shaped pits (pit [460]). Also of note is 
that that many sherds have been burnt and that most vessels are represented 
by very few sherds only, including in cases where the feature from which they 
were recovered was excavated in its entirety. 
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Figure 2 
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MIA pottery from the site 
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13/ FMF2 
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Pist/ L215 


Figure 3 
MIA pottery from the site, including a locally rare bi-partite jar (IA pot 15) 


Two explanations for these observations come to mind. One is that the 
features from which these mixed assemblages derive were not backfilled until 
the Roman period, and then from a source—most likely a midden/rubbish 
dump—composed of material generated by the site’s MIA occupation. 
Analogous redeposition of Iron Age rubbish was evidenced at Denmead in 
Hampshire, where an MIA group overlay an LIA one (Seager Thomas, 2005a, 
pp. 2, 10), possibly Oving, where sherds from the same pots were recovered 
from different and widely spaced parts of the same features (Hamilton, 1985, 
p. 226), and at the Surrey hillforts of Hascombe and Holmbury, where totally 
excavated features yielded assemblages of partial, in some cases burnt pots 
mixed with a range of other finds types (Seager Thomas, 2010a, p. 22). If 
this occurred as late the Roman period, we would expect to see evidence 
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Figure 4 
MIA pottery (pots 17—20) and possible LIA pottery (pot 21) from the site 


of long-term weathering in the features concerned, information that was 
not available at the time of writing. (Either way, pre-deposition elsewhere is 
indicated). The other is that assemblages from contexts belonging to different 
periods were mixed during excavation or subsequent processing. Since the 
admixed sherds are easily distinguishable from the pottery comprising the 
MIA group, however, their implications for our understanding of the pottery, 
as opposed to the site, is minimal. The sherds comprising these contaminated 
context assemblages cannot be said to be, may not be, of the exactly the 
same MIA date but they are still MIA. The group therefore continues to be of 
considerable use interpretatively. 


Unfortunately, the same cannot be said of the LIA group. Whereas 
the MIA group comprises a large single-period group contaminated by a 
handful of sherds in mostly very different fabrics, the LIA group comprises the 
opposite. In addition, a number of the sherds assigned to it, most of them on 
the grounds of what are probably secondary associations and/or an absence 
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of parallels for them in groups of earlier or later date locally (e.g. IA pots 33 
and 55), could in fact be rare, currently unparalleled variants of other date or 
dates. The group therefore establishes the presence of LIA pottery on site but 
very little else. 


The date of the Iron Age pottery 


The Middle Iron Age group 

The principal source for the dating of pottery belonging to or associated with 
the “saucepan pot continuum” is a series of radiocarbon dates from Danebury 
hillfort in Hampshire, which suggest a lifespan for this of around 300 years. 
These place “undecorated” saucepan pottery in the fourth century cal Bc and 
the “decorated” floruit of the tradition, to which the Downley MIA group 
belongs, in the third or even the second century cal Bc (Cunliffe and Orton, 
1984, fig. 5, no 1). Dates from East Sussex obtained by the present writer 
confirm this broad chronology for that county (Seager Thomas, 2005b, p. 
95). It is unlikely that the tradition impinged much on the following century, 
at least locally, but the continued use of flint-tempered fabrics and some of 
the tradition’s decorative motifs into the LIA, for example in West Sussex’s 
Westhampnett cremation cemetery (Fitzpatrick, 1997, p. 118, fig. 57), and 
the co-occurrence of pottery belonging to the continuum with LIA wares or 
early amphorae on sites such as Tongham in Surrey (Poulton, 2004, fig 4.7b), 
Hengistbury Head in Hampshire (Cunliffe and Brown, 1987, p. 305), and 
West Sussex’s Torberry hillfort and North Bersted (Cunliffe, 1976, fig. 20; 
Lyne, 2014, pp. 99-100), suggest that it continued up to it. 


The Late Iron Age group 

The small Downley LIA group includes both “Southern Atrebatic” and 
“Belgic” / “Aylesford-Swarling” types. These traditions fill the gap between 
the “saucepan pot continuum” and the county’s first Romano-British pottery. 
A start date for this gap is suggested by late third / second century cal Bc 
radiocarbon dates on bone from the Westhampnett cemetery (Fitzpatrick, 
Hamilton and Haselgrove, 2017, pp. 367-72), finer chronological resolution 
within the period being inferred from associations with brooches (but see ibid.) 
and associations with foreign pottery imports such as Dressel 1(A) amphorae 
(prior to 50Bc) and Gallo-Belgic finewares (post 50sc) (e.g. Fitzpatrick, 1997, 
p. 203; Gilkes, 1993, p. 7; Hamilton, 1985, p. 225; Lyne, 2014, pp. 100, 
114), which collectively suggest that “Southern Atrebatic” pottery might be 
later than “Belgic” pottery. Whether such dating is as accurate as is supposed 
and whether or not it matters, is another matter. None of the latter, however, 
are relevant to Downley, as its LIA group has been detached from any such 
associations. At best we can suggest that the site’s fabric G1 looks a little like 
Gallo-Belgic Terra Nigra and perhaps apes it and that its fabric MQ is similar 
to fabrics used after the conquest, and that perhaps its pots in these (IA pots 
31 and 64) are late. 
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Figure 5 
MIA pottery from the site 


The Middle Iron Age group 


The present group could perhaps be described as a classic (western) West 
Sussex saucepan pot assemblage. For the most part it consists of straight and 
round-sided saucepan pots, both decorated (IA pots 1, 9-10, 22, 24, 36, 
42, 66 and 68) and undecorated (IA pots 8, 26, 28, 35, 40, 50 and 69), 
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Fabric FF1 


Sparse to moderate (5-10%) fine 
(<0.5—1.5mm) burnt flint. Burnished. 


Featured pots: 2, 3, 22, 36 and 37 


MIA 


Fabric FF2 


Moderate to common (10-20%) fine 
(<0.5-1.5mm) burnt flint. Rare to sparse 
(1-3%) siderite up to 1mm. Burnished. 


Featured pots: 10, 18, 34, 43, 56, 63, 70, 71 
and 72 


MIA 


Fabric FMF1 


Sparse to moderate (5-10%) fine 
(<0.5—1.5mm) burnt flint. Rare (c.1%) burnt 
flint up to 3mm. Burnished. 


Featured pots: no. 4, 5, 6, 24, 25, 28, 35, 44. 
57, 62 and 68 


MIA 


Fabric FMF2 


Moderate to common (10-20%) fine 
(<0.5—1.5mm) burnt flint. Rare to sparse 
(1-3%) siderite up to 1mm (most but not all 
sherds). Rare (c. 1%) burnt flint up to 3mm. 
Burnished. 


Featured pots: 7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 20, 26,27, 38, 
58, 59, 60 and 69 


MIA § 


Figure 6 


MIA fabrics from the site 


some of the latter approaching a globular shape (e.g. IA pots 13 and 31), 
and round-shouldered / bi-partite pots, all apparently decorated (IA pots 5, 
14-15, 39, 57, 62 and 72). The rims of these mostly have a slight out-turn. 
Bead rims (IA pot 45) of the sort associated with decorated saucepan pots from 
further east are largely absent. Two sherds only, from different undecorated 
pots, have short flared necks (IA pots 17 and 49). Pot diameters range from 
approximately 12cm (decorated saucepans and plainwares) (e.g. IA pots 1, 
7, 13 and 41) to approximately 42cm (one of two very large, undecorated 
saucepans or round shouldered jars) (IA pot 60). The largest decorated 
vessel, a round shouldered jar, had a diameter of approximately 22cm (IA 
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Fabric Q 


Very common to abundant (not precisely 
quantifiable) fine (<O0.25mm) quartz sand. 
Patchy, sparse (3-7%), medium (up to 
0.5mm) rounded quartz sand. Rare to sparse 
(1-3%) siderite up to 1mm. Burnished. 


Featured pots: none 


MIA 


») Fabric GLAU 


Abundant (>50%) fine quartz sand (<0.5mm) 
with very rare (not precisely unquantifiable), 
mostly smaller, glauconite, the latter difficult 
to see. Breaks have a faintly green cast. 
Burnished. 


Featured pot: 30 


MIA 


Fabric GS 


Moderate (10-15%) fine (<O.5mm), rounded 
quartz sand. Very rare (not precisely 
unquantifiable) fine (<O.5mm) glauconite or 
black coated quartz sand. Patchy, rare to 
sparse (1-3%) fine to medium (0.5-1.5mm) 
buff glauconitic stone or grog. Often soot 
soaked. Burnished. 

Featured pots: 41, 42, 49, 50 and 52 


MIA 


Fabric G1 


Common (not precisely quantifiable) medium 
(up to 0.5mm) grog. Sparse to moderate 
(5-10%), fine to medium (up to 0.5mm) 
rounded quartz sand. Burnished. 


Featured pot: 64 (shown here) 


LIA 


Figure 7 
MIA and LIA fabrics from the site 


pot 14). Their surfaces are mostly burnished and, except where burnt (e.g. 
IA pots 15, 19 and 22), reduced (i.e. dark grey). The bulk of the sherds are 
flint-tempered, their fabrics forming a continuum from sparsely tempered with 
fine flint (fabric FF1) to densely tempered with medium to coarse flint (fabric 
MCF), with finer fabrics (FFI-FMF2) dominating and intermediate fabrics 
(MF), though present, relatively rare. (It is important to emphasise that these 
fabrics form a continuum, even sometimes across individual pots, and that 
the fabrics described in Figures 6 and 8 and named here are generalisations). 
Also present is a significant minority of sandy sherds (in diagnostic MIA forms) 
tempered with what appears to be crushed glauconitic rock (fabric GS) (IA 
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Fabric MCF 


Moderate (10-15%) burnt flint up to 6mm. 
Much higher proportion of granule to small 
pebble-sized (3-4mm) flints than in FMF2. 
Burnished. 


Featured pots: 5, 19, 29 and 61 


MIA 


Fabric CFQ 


Patchy, rare to sparse (2-3%) fine to coarse 
(up to 5mm) burnt flint. Common (25-30%) 
medium (<0.5mm), rounded quartz sand. 
Rare, miscellaneous other inclusions 
including—possibly—siderite and grog, and 
platy stone. Hard. 


Featured pot: 66 (shown here) 


LIA 


Fabric VCFQ 


Moderate (15%) fine to coarse (<0.5—6mm) 
grey-white burnt flint. Abundant (40%) 
medium (<0.5mm) rounded quartz sand. 
Rare to sparse (3% maximum) buff sandy 
grog or possibly soft stone up to 4mm. Very 
rare (<1%) medium (<0.5mm) siderite. 


Featured pot: 55 (shown here) 
MIA or LIA 


Fabric G2 


Common (not precisely quantifiable) medium 
(up to 0.5mm) grog. Sparse to moderate 
(5-10%), fine (up to 0.25mm) rounded quartz 
sand. Sparse (5-7%) rounded, glauconite or 
black-coated (?) quartz sand. Burnished. One 
sherd only. 


Featured pot: none 


MIA 


Figure 8 
MIA, LIA and probable LIA fabrics from the site 


pots 41-42, 49-50 and 52), and a handful of sherds in glauconitic GLAU and 
grog-tempered G2. 

In large part these forms, the decorative motifs applied to them and their 
fabrics place the Downley MIA group unambiguously within local saucepan 
pot traditions as well as the wider continuum. Its saucepan forms are widely 
paralleled, as are aspects of the linear, curvilinear, hatched and dot-impressed 
decoration applied to these (Table 1) (cf. Hamilton, 2002, fig. 5.7). The 
site’s burnished fabrics, most notably its dominant, flint-tempered fabrics, 
FF1-MCF, have good saucepan pot parallels locally (e.g. in groups from 
Drayton, Lavant, Littlehampton, Merston, Torberry, The Trundle, Shopwyke 
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Downley parallel(s) 


Site Undecorated | Decorated : ; Reference 
Morphology | Decoration Fabric 
Hampshire 
Cunliffe, 1996, 
Chariton ¥ Y Y F fig. 35.15 
Cunliffe,1984, 
Danbury Lf ¥ ’ fig.6.63.436 
Fareham Y¥ = Hughes, 1974 
Seager Thomas, 
Denmead Y Y Y F 2005a 
Seager Smith 
Grooms Farm, i 
Frithend Y Y Y 2012, p. 26, fig. 
13 
Gibson and 
Wesley Ooley: Y Y Knight, 2007, p. 
Winchester : 
14, fig. 6 
West Sussex 
Tote Copse, 9 Pitts, 1979, p. 
Aldingbourne bs " * (Ge 259 
Roundstone 
bate: Y Y Y F Seager Thomas, 
F 2002, fig. 7 
Angmering 
Oldlands Farm, Y Y F Doherty, 2008, 
Bognor p. 12 
. Seager Thomas, 
Bow Hill Camp Y¥ ¥ F 2015a, p. 9 
Ounces Barn Bedwinane 
Boxgrove * F Place, 1995, fig. 
g 12.2 
Chilgrove Cunliffe, 1979, 
Roman Villa 7 x Mt . pp. 184-85 
Hamilton, 1985, 
' p. 43; 
Carne’s Seat Ne Y C, F, ?G2 
Seager Thomas, 
2010, col. pl. 2 
: ; Curwen, 1937, 
Cissbury hillfort ¥ Y (approx.) Cc pl. XXVIL.9 
Seager Thomas, 
Drayton x Y F 2010c, p. 2 
Fox and 
Findon Y ¥ ¥ F Wolseley, 1928, 
figs 7-8 
Ford Aerodrome Y 4 F Lyne, 2004, p.39 
Goose Hill Y Yy F Seager Thomas, 
Camp 2015a, fig. 3 
Lavant Y Y F Renny Tees) 
Appx 4 
Courtwick Lane, Tabor, 2019, 
Littlehampton bs . . p. 51 
Gosden Road, Yy F Gilkes, 1993; 
Littlehampton Appx 4 
Toddington 
Lane, F nue 
Littlehampton ie 
Table 1 


Pottery belonging to the MIA “saucepan pot continuum” from Hampshire (selected sites only) and 
East and West Sussex showing Downley parallels 
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Downley parallel(s) 


Site Undecorated | Decorated : : Reference 
Morphology | Decoration Fabric 
Wickbourne, Y F Gilkes, 1993; 
Littlehampton Appx 4 
Merston Y ¥ Na F Appx 3 
Morris, 1978b 
North Bersted Y Y Y YF F Lyne, 2014, figs. 
55-56 
Copse Farm, Hamilton, 1985, 
Oving ¥ * ¥ p. 222 
naikane Browse and 
ne dapat Y Y Y F Kenny, 1991, 
Oving 
cover 
Wolseley et al., 
ial - : 1927, figs 13-14 
Hamilton, 1990, 
Rustington Y Y Y F pp. 10-11, fig. 
6.2 
Selsey Y White, 1934 
Seager Thomas 
and Hamilton, 
Shopwyke Y Y ¥ Y F 2001b, fig. 2.5 
etc. 
Slonk Hill ¥Y. Y hg FE Morris, 1978a 
: Cunliffe, 1976; 
Torberry hillfort Y Y Appx 4 
Curwen, 1929, 
Ae Y Y Y Y pl. X; 1931, p. 
136. figs 6-7 
Norris and 
West Blatch- Y Y Y Cc Burstow, 1950; 
ington Seager Thomas, 
2005, fig, 4 
Fitzpatrick, 
Westhampnett, F 1997, p. 133; 
area 5 Fitzpatrick et al., 
2008 
East Sussex 
Balmer Down Seager Thomas, 
etc. i ¥ * i oy 2008b 
: Hamilton, 1977, 
Bishopstone Ne Y pp. 89-91, figs 
Elm Grove, Y Curwen, 1937, 
Brighton pl. XXVII. 8 
Bullock Down Y Diswetl, 1982; 
p. 89 
Curwen and 
Curwen, 1927, 
The Caburn ‘ pls IX, XIEXII; 
hillfort bs x ¥ c Seager Thomas, 
2005, fig. 4; 
Appx 4 
Charleston Y Cc Seager Thomas, 
Brow 2005, fig. 4 
Table 1 cont. 


3 Atleast one surviving feature sherd described as flint-tempered in the published report on the Caburn 
excavations (Curwen and Curwen, 1927, pl. II.81) is not flint-tempered. The inclusions are burnt and small 
but probably they are another example of the ubiquitous eastern Sussex fabric “C” (see Appx. 4). 
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Downley parallel(s) 
Site Undecorated | Decorated : = Reference 
Morphology | Decoration Fabric 
St Anne’s Road, Y Y Barber, 2016, fig. 
Eastbourne 6.2.15 
: Money, 1979, 
Eridge Park p. 258 
: Seager Thomas, 

Hailsham Y 2015c, p. 25 
Castle Hill, Hawkes, 1939, 
Newhaven u “a * c fig. 6.3 

Seager Thomas, 
Norton Y Y Y ¥ Cc 2005, pp. 

101-108 

Seager Thomas, 
en Y Y C 2005, fig. 4: 
Fawcett 

Appx. 4 

Doherty, 2015, 
Peacehaven Y Y pp. 231-32 

Table 1 cont. 


etc.) (Table 1) and further afield (in groups from Denmead Hampshire, and 
Hascombe and Runfold /Tongham in Surrey (Seager Thomas, 2005a, pp. 4-7; 
2010a, tab. 4),4 while minority fabric GS is most likely a variant of fabrics 
“C” and “DC1“ noted by the writer in Surrey, East Sussex and in a handful of 
West Sussex assemblages (Seager Thomas, 2005b, tab. 7; 2010a, pp. 6-8). 
The only real outliers are the fabrics GLAU, which is considered Kentish and 
not always MIA (Couldrey, 1984; Lyne, 2019, p. 71), though both the fabric 
and the principal forms in which it occurs have probable and possible MIA 
parallels from across the region (e.g. Curwen and Curwen, 1927, pl. 9.59), 
and G2, fabrics similar to which have been noted in possible MIA groups 
from East Sussex (Doherty, 2016, p. 177). 

As in most saucepan pot groups, however, it also incorporates pots that 
are not readily paralleled locally (e.g. the bi-partite pots, IA pots 15 and 
62, which have a single approximate West Sussex parallel only: Curwen, 
1937, pl. XXVII.9). In part this can be attributed to the whim of the potter 
and the taste of the consumer. There is good evidence for specialisation and 
trade in pottery and other manufactured goods during the MIA, including 
in the southeast within and across the area covered by the saucepan pot 
continuum (Morris and Woodward, 2003; Seager Thomas, 2010a, pp. 
21-22). The recurrent use of a limited range of fabrics within the region 
and the presence of GLAU at Downley are examples. But pottery was still 
hand-made and hand-decorated and the possibility of individual expression, 
albeit circumscribed by an established range of useful and acceptable forms 
and decorative motifs (as in Japanese painting or Georgian architecture), 
remained. Individual hard to parallel pots in the Downley group, very likely 
belong to such a category. On the other hand presence or absence may be 


4 These named examples are from groups that the writer has handled. Apparently similar fabrics are 
described from many other West Sussex MIA sites (Table 1). 
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Fabric MQ 


Abundant (50%) medium (<0.5mm) rounded- 
to angular quartz sand. 


Featured pot: 31 


LIA 


Fabric CQG 


Common (15-20%) medium (up to 0.5mm), 
rounded quartz sand. Sparse (5-10%) grog 
up to 1mm. Rare (not precisely quantifiable) 
siderite. Hard. 


Featured pot: 32 (shown here) 


LIA 


Fabric CQ 


Very common (30%) medium (up to 0.5mm 
but mostly smaller) rounded quartz sand. 
Very rare (<1%) fine burnt flint (up to 1mm). 
Rare (1—2%) sandy grog (up to 1mm). Hard; 
laminar matrix. 


Featured pot: 65 (shown here) 


LIA 


Fabric VCQ 


Common (20-25%) poorly-sorted, fine to 
coarse (up to 1.5mm) rounded quartz sand. 


Featured pot: 33 (shown here) 


?LIA 


Figure 9 
LIA and probable LIA fabrics from the site 


attributable to the representativeness or completeness of the group and the 
role or roles to which pots comprising it were put. The Downley group, with 
its large range of pot shapes and sizes, was self-evidently put to an equally 
wide range of different uses, and hence its interpretation here as a settlement, 
as opposed to—for example—some kind of specialist assemblage. 


The Late Iron Age group 


The Downley LIA group is distinguishable from the MIA group primarily 
because of the fabrics comprising it, which are mostly sandier (cf. Tabor, 
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2019, p. 49), more frequently incorporate significant amounts of grog, and, 
in a number of cases, are palpably harder. 


30/ GLAU (B) 31/ MQ (B) 32/ QG 
D353/ L354 
33/ VCQ 34/ FF2 (B) 
(B) 
D353/ L704 
on 0) 5cm 


Figure 10 


MIA pottery (pot 34) and LIA pottery (pots 31-32) from the site. Pots 30 and 33 lack close parallels 
but have been provisionally assigned to the later group on the basis of their fabrics and dominant, 
albeit secondary associations 


Where identifiable to pottery tradition, the bulk of it belongs to the “Southern 
Atrebatic” tradition, distinguishable and diagnostic types within it including 
large and medium-sized closed-mouthed jars (IA pots 00 and 53), a recurrent 
form in LIA and LIA/ERB assemblages from West Sussex and beyond (e.g. 
Norris and Burstow, 1950, pl. 2.10; Seager Thomas and Hamilton, 2001, 
fig. 1.1), and—notably—several large sherds from a small, round-shouldered 
necked jar (IA pot 64), which is decorated below the shoulder with scored 
vertical lines (cf. Lyne, 2014, fig. 59.57), and has horizontal facets around 
its circumference indicative of finishing on a slow wheel. Also, provisionally 
assigned to the tradition are a closed-mouthed jar of possibly prodigious 
size (IA pot 55) (Figure 8, row 3), and a currently unparalleled pot (IA pot 
33), similar in form to an EIA “onion-shaped” pot (e.g. Hodson, 1962), but 
here—because of its coarse sandy fabric—more likely related to a rare form 
of high, round-shouldered pot present in MIA-LIA assemblages from North 
Bersted (Morris, 1978b, fig. 20.146) and Danebury hillfort (Cunliffe, 1984, 
6.97.722). Two sherds only are of probable “Belgic” / “Aylesford-Swarling” 
inspiration: a pedestal base (IA pot 65) of a type usually associated with 
the “Belgic” cordoned jar (e.g. Fitzpatrick, 1997, figs 62.27002,104.27458 
and 105.27351; Thompson, 1979, fig. 1.1) and a sandy, grog-tempered sherd 
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Figure 11 


MIA pottery from the site 


with a pronounced rounded shoulder / corrugation running into a raised 
cordon (IA pot 32), which is very likely from the shoulder of a similar jar. 
No Downley LIA sherds shows evidence, such as horizontal rilling, clearly 
indicative of the use of the fast wheel (wheel-throwing) in their manufacture. 

Owing to its small size and lack of contemporary contextual relationships 
the LIA group is not particularly useful interpretatively. It is worth noting, 
however, that it contains fewer “Belgic” than “Southern Atrebatic” forms (cf. 
North Bersted: Lyne, 2014, p. 115), and that its fabrics, in particular those 
incorporating flint but also the sandy (e.g. fabrics MQ and CQ), and the 
sandy grog-tempered fabrics (fabrics G1 and CQG) have analogues in other 
West Sussex, LIA assemblages (e.g. Seager Thomas and Hamilton, 2001) 
(Table 2). We cannot pin down its wider relationships, we cannot say how 
it was procured, but it is certainly not necessary to look outside the region 
for its origins. Just as the MIA group is a Sussex MIA group, the LIA group 
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Site Belgic Morphological Southern Morphological Fabric Reference 
parallel Atrebatic parallel parallel 
West Sussex 
Tote Copse, Y F Pitts, 1979, p. 
Aldingbourne 259 
; Hamilton, 1985, 
Carne’s Seat Q p. 43 
Ford Lyne, 2004, 
Aerodrome bd bi Eo p.40; Appx. 4 
Courtwick 
Lane, Y Q Sp ante 
Littlehampton a 
Toddington 
Lane, Y Y? FQ a eo NM 
Littlehampton : 
Wickbourne, Y Y Gilkes, 1993, 
Littlehampton 5-7 
Lyne, 2014; 
North Bersted Y Y Y Y F,Q Morris, 1978b, 
fig. 19-22 
Copse Farm, Hamilton, 1985, 
Oving * a4 bi * EQ p. 222 
Seager Thom- 
as and Hamil- 
Shopwyke Y Y Y¥ ¥ F, Q, QG ton, 2001b, fig. 
2.5 etc. 
F Cunliffe, 1976, 
Torberry hillfort Y Y F fig 20 
Norris and 
aoe Y Y FS Burstow, 1950, 
g pl. 11.10 
Walberton F,Q Unpublished 
Fitzpatrick, 
Westhampnett Y Y ¥: Y Y 1997 
Table 2 


Pottery belonging to the “Belgic” / “Aylesford-Swarling” and “Southern Atrebatic” pottery traditions 
from Sussex showing (approximate) Downley parallels 


is a Sussex LIA group. As for the writer’s suggested interpretation of it as a 
funerary assemblage, this is based on the group’s small size and the absence 
from the site of a possible source, cremation deposits being small and easily 
destroyed. Owing to the absence of the latter, however, it is not possible to 
prove (cf. Appx 1). 


Methodological issues 


The excavation at Downley, irrespective of its research objectives, was 
conceived as a training excavation for UCL Institute of Archaeology 
undergraduate students (Roberts, 2018, pp. 142-42). For the writer and 
the present analysis, the consequences of this were twofold. Firstly, the 


5 Norris and Burstow’s pot 10, described as a burnt sandy ware in the published report, is in fact 
flint-tempered. 
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Figure 12 
MIA pottery from the site 


assemblage was trickled to him, analysed and returned by him over several 
seasons (2014-22), which meant that he had an extended period to reflect on 
the assemblage before producing a final report but never saw it as a whole; 
secondly, no post-excavation assessment for the site was produced, and he 
depended for contextual information possibly relevant to a full understanding 
and correct interpretation of the assemblage on brief notes and personal 
communications from the site’s director, which, owing the exigencies of 
the latter’s work at the Institute of Archaeology, were not always and never 
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L653 
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Figure 12 
MIA pottery (pots 49-50 and 52), and possible LIA pottery (pots 53-54) from the site. Pot 54 could 
be Roman 


immediately forthcoming. Despite some small benefits accruing as a result 
of the extended period available for reflection, the result of this overall is 
a truncated analysis of the Downley assemblage, the final interpretation 
of which must now be left to the writer of site report, and a morally and 
professionally debilitating reduction in status for the present writer from 
interpretative archaeologist to technician. 


Figures 12—13 (overleaf) 


MIA pottery (pots 56-63 and 66-72), and LIA pottery (pots 64-65) from the site. Note the very 
large size of pot 60 and the unusual bi-partite form of pot 62 
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Appendix 1: Bronze Age pottery from Downley 


The Bronze Age assemblage comprises 30 sherds, one of probable Early 
Bronze Age (EBA) date, 22 of Middle Bronze Age (MBA) date, and seven of 
Late Bronze Age/Earlier Iron Age (LBA/EIA) date. Two further sherds may be of 
LBA or MIA date. (The fabrics and burnished finishes of pottery belonging to 
these periods locally overlap). Except for four of the LBA/EIA sherds, all were 
associated with later (Bronze Age, Iron Age or Roman) pottery (Appx 1). 

The probable EBA sherd is in a grog-tempered fabric (fabric GQ), 
distinguishable from the site and the county’s later (MIA and LIA) grog- 
tempered fabrics by its relative softness. Similar fabrics occur both in Collared 
and Bi-conical Urn within the county (e.g. Seager Thomas, 2008a, p. 25; 
2016, p. 40). Owing to the small size of the sherd, however, and its lack of 
typologically diagnostic features, it is impossible to place it in either group, 
or even within the EBA with certainty. 

The 22 MBA sherds are in a range of medium to very coarse flint-tempered 
fabrics attributable individually and as a group to the region’s “Deverel- 
Rimbury” pottery tradition (Seager Thomas, 2008a, pp. 29-37). 14 belong 
to the base of a small, possibly “bag-shaped” pot (BA pot 1) of a type known 
from West Sussex “Deverel-Rimbury” groups from Amberley Mount (Ratcliffe- 
Densham and Ratcliffe-Densham, 1966, pl. 5) and Drayton (Seager Thomas, 
2010b, fig. 6.29). Also present is a sherd with a characteristic “Deverel- 
Rimbury” applied, fingertip-impressed cordon (BA pot 2) (cf. Seager Thomas, 
2008a, figs 5-7) (Figure A1.1). This small group demonstrates unambiguously 
the presence of pottery using activity during the MBA on or near the site. 

The remaining sherds are typical Sussex “post Deverel-Rimbury” fine to 
medium flint tempered fabrics. They could belong to the Late Bronze Age or 
the Late Bronze Age / Early Iron Age transition (cf. Seager Thomas, 2008a, p. 
41). They are distinguished here from similar MIA fabrics from the site largely 
on the basis “feel”. Exactly what constitutes this in the present assemblage, 
however, is impossible to quantify and some readers may therefore prefer to 
consider them undated. 

Like the small residual LIA group from the site, these sherds are difficult 
to interpret. In West Sussex, however, small groups of early sherds amongst 
later prehistoric assemblages are not rare (Seager Thomas, 2016, 5), and 
certainly not without meaning. 

At the very least they indicate a contemporary pottery using interest 
in the vicinity—or some proximate location from which they might have 
derived. At Downley, and during periods such as the MBA and LBA when 
settlement on dry land appears invariably to be associated with cut features, 
their sparsity and the lack of cut features probably rules out contemporary 
settlement activity on site. But they could relate to an activity which involved 
no, or just a few small, easily destroyed features, and relatively little pottery, 
such as manuring from a midden (cf. Roberts, 2018, p. 146) or funerary 
deposition. Or they could derive from a settlement upslope. 
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For the MBA pottery from Downley, the present writer favours the 
funerary option as the sherds comprising BA pot 1, which are quite friable, 
are well-preserved and clearly had not moved far from the pot’s original 
point of deposition. For the site’s EBA sherd, it is impossible to say, because 
the nature of EBA settlement locally remains uncertain. Possibly settlement 
sites were wholly superficial and pottery associated with them has mostly 
not survived; possibly they were aceramic. Either way, surviving EBA pottery 
would be equally sparse. For the LBA or LBA/EIA pottery, the writer is of the 
view that it derived from a settlement located upslope of the present site. 


Figure A1. 1 
BA pot 2. Photo: Mark Roberts 
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Appendix 2: quantification and spot-dating of the prehistoric 
(Early Bronze Age-Late Iron Age) pottery from Downley 


Key 
Shaded green = pre-MIA; shaded red = post MIA; shaded yellow = post 
prehistoric associations; shaded salmon pink = key context groups. 


Fabric codes: B = burnished; CQ=coarse sandy sandy (contains or is 
tempered with a significant fraction of coarse quartz sand); F = flint-tempered; 
FF = fine flint-tempered; FG = flint and grog-tempered; FMF = fine to medium 
flint-tempered. G = grog-tempered or contains grog; GLAU = includes 
abundant glauconite-rich sand; GS=?Greensand-tempered; MF = medium 
flint-tempered; MCF = medium to coarse flint tempered; Q = sandy (contains 
or is tempered with a significant fraction of fine to medium quartz sand); 
RB = roughly burnished; U = apparently untempered; VCF = very coarse 
flint-tempered; VCFQ = very coarse flint-tempered with abundant medium 
to coarse quartz sand. 1 or 2 after FF or FMF designate sparsely- or densely- 
tempered fabrics, respectively, but it should be emphasised that these finer 
flint-tempered fabrics on site form a continuum both in terms of the density 
and size grading of the flint inclusions, even sometimes across individual 
sherds. 


For more detailed descriptions see the fabric plates (Figures 6-9) and the 
associated text. 

Flint-tempered sherds in the assemblage also contain variable densities 
of fine quartz sand, which, for the most part, have not been distinguished 
here. “Fragments” here means “small”. 
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Appendix 3: Middle Iron Age pottery from Chichester Food 
Park, Merston (GH/18), on the Sussex Coastal Plain 


The recent excavations at Chichester Food Park, Merston, yielded 188 
prehistoric pottery sherds weighing 1.08 kilograms (Table A3.1). The 
assemblage is highly fragmented with individual sherds showing signs both 
of surface, and in some cases edge abrasion, and surface weathering. The 
reddening of the edges of some indicates that these were burned after they 
were broken. 


Sample no Fabric(s) Sherd nos Weight in grams | Diagnostics Spot date 


11 MF 1 7 Decorated ?below rim MIA 
sherd of saucepan pot 
(pot 4); fabric; burnished 
sherd 


12 MF 184 1060 Decorated rims and base | MIA 
of saucepan pots (pots 
1-3); fabric(s); uniformly 
burnished sherds 


15 MF 3 13 fabric; uniformly burnished | ?MIA 
sherds 
17 MF unquantified none ND 
crumbs 
Table A3. 1 


Quantification of the prehistoric pottery from Chichester Food Park, Merston (GH/18) 


Joining sherds from three vessels are distinguishable (Pots 1-3), all 
belonging to the West Sussex decorated saucepan pot tradition, currently 
dated with other decorated saucepan pottery to the latter part of the Middle 
Iron Age (c. 2008c) (Cunliffe and Orton, 1984). Diagnostic features of this 
tradition in the present assemblage include the likely form of the three vessels 
(upright sided with simple rims), their finish and decoration (uniformly 
burnished with broad horizontal lines impressed below the rims), and their 
fabrics (fine to medium flint-tempered and originally unoxidized) (Table A3.2), 
a set of characteristics utterly different from those of other prehistoric pottery 
traditions recorded in the neighbourhood (e.g. Seager Thomas, 2010c; Seager 
Thomas, 2015b; Seager Thomas & Hamilton, 2001). 


Patchy (5—30%) very fine sand to small granules sized (c. 0.125-—2mm) white and occasionally grey burnt flint inclu- 
sions in a fine (quartz) sandy clay matrix. 

Note: the fabrics comprising Merston (GH/18) pots 1-4 are subtly different but so are different parts of the sherds 
comprising these and it is not clear whether the former are in fact different fabrics or, like the latter, different mixes 
within a single continuum (cf. Downley above). 


Table A3. 2 
Chichester Food Park, Merston, fabric(s) MF 


Pottery belonging to the decorated saucepan pot tradition is not common 
in Sussex and has not previously been found at Merston but has a widespread, 
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if thin, distribution across the county, which includes sites at nearby Drayton 
(Seager Thomas, 2010c), Oving (Browse and Kenny, 1991) and Shopwyke 
(Seager Thomas and Hamilton, 2001, pots 5, 12 & 40) (for other Sussex 
and regional sites which have yielded decorated saucepan pottery, see 
above). 


The identification of decorated Saucepan pottery at Merston is of 
note for three reasons. Firstly, in combination with the Drayton, Oving and 
Shopwyke assemblages, the Merston assemblage suggests the possibility that 
sites belonging to the period might have been clustered within, rather than 
dispersed across the landscape, a view consistent with evidence for other 
such clusters within the county (e.g. Cissbury, Park Brow and Findon Park); 
secondly, the uniformity of fabric and form across (and beyond) these clusters 
is consistent with suggestions of centralised potting and trade in pottery during 
the period (cf. Morris and Woodward, 2003; Seager Thomas, 2010a, p. 22); 
and thirdly, the combination of the assemblage’s condition and findspot (in a 
ditch) suggests the disciplined disposal of rubbish on the site from the point 
of breakage, to a fire site (possibly a midden), or from its point of destruction 
in a fire, to its final resting place in the ditch (cf. Seager Thomas, 2010a, p. 
22). Collectively these suggestions help us to flesh out our understanding of 
domestic life in Sussex during the later Middle Iron Age. 


23th July, 2018 
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Appendix 4: unpublished images of Sussex Middle and Late Iron 
Age pottery from the Artefact Services archive 


FMF 1 hard (B) 
Ford fabric FT10 


AToH4 a) 
Dida: Sr 


Tu 


5cm 


Figure A4. 1 


LIA “Southern Atrebatic” pottery from the basal fill of the “Bronze Age” enclosure ditch at the Ford 
Aerodrome site (cf. Morris, 1978, fig. 19.121) 


Figure A4. 2 
Decorated MIA sherd from Chalkpit Lane, Lavant 


9/ FMF (B) 


burnished 


N\ 
furrows 


0 5cm 


Figure A4. 3 


Unusual flared neck belonging to the “saucepan pot continuum” from the Trundle 
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Wickbourne 
“hut site” 
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Gosden Road 


possibly Gosden Road 


oxidized 
ext. 
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aes 
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Figure A4. 4 


Saucepan pots from Littlehampton 


Figure A4. 5 


“Southern Atrebatic” pot from Littlehampton (site unknown) 
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55/ FF1 (B) 
Cunliffe 
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Cunliffe 
fabric E 


57/ FF2 (B) 


Figure A4. 6 


“Saucepan pots” from the “silted up cross-ditch end”, Torberry (sections adapted from Cunliffe, 1976, figs 
22-23) 
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Figure A4. 7 


East Susssex “saucepan pots” in fabric C (an analogue for Downley fabric GS). Top: the Caburn, pit 54; 
bottom: the former Patcham-Fawcett School, Brighton 
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